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ABSTBACT . ' . 

, Described. is the development of an instrument to 
€!valuate the reiatioi%ship between expenditures and effectiveness of 
special education programs* It is^explained ^at the guality , 
indicator instrument, deveLoped through the Delphi process and 
refined through item analysis, consists of 38 items in seven area&# 
including instructional ^setting, instructional process, 
ad minist restive support and information systems/ and integration vith. 
regular classfoomsv Included is a sample instrument and' scoring 
sheet. (CL| : 
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Rationale 

~ Jhis instrument was designed for use tn a study -of the relationship between 



expenditures and the. effectiveness of programs in special education. 

Sincie the amount spent on a given special education program »could, in part,^V 
determine the program' 3 characteristics. It may be theorized that higher expenditures 
mean higher quality.. / - , . ^ 

Moreover, the quality of the Insttuctional' program should influence pupil . 
achievement. It. follows that each criterion or indicator of quality* should be an 
- essential characteristic in terms of impact on children. ■ ' 

Therefore, the researchers sought items or criteria that were^likely to (1) 
reflect significant program characteristics and (2) be recognized as important by 
a' consensus of individuals .knowledgeable about special edifc at ion. » 

Procedure for Item Construction • , 



A pool of. 200 items' was developed through a comprehensive review <of the literature 
In, the field. To refine and expand this pool, interviews wexe held with authorities 
on special "education in the i^ennsylvania Department of Education, with special educators 
on college faculties (teacher^preparation) , with^ supervisors and teachers in school 
special-education programs, and with parents and o'fj^lcers of various adVocacy groups 
concerned about speteial 'education. These items were then presented to consultants, ' 
including staff of Research for Bettely Schools and selected intermediate unit special 
"education directors, for suggestions a^out redundancies and areas, not covered. A 
special survey of 50 special education teachers was also conducted for^ this purpose • 

An instrument consisting of 63 items resulted from these activities.^ Thtough 
the Delphi* Jj^hniq.ue, that instrument would be refined further. * - * 

The Delphi* technique was chosen because of its atbility to produce, ov^r successive 
administrations, a consensus by a large vai:iety of experts on which' items should be 
retaine.d as especially important or -significant measures of the quality of a special 
education program. * ^ ^ ' , ' - 

The Delphi . Sample • . . - ^ 

. ^ Four groups wer^ chosfen to act as Delphi respondents: special education supervisors, 
teachers, college faculty and advocacy group members. ^ 

The supervisors and teachers were irandomly selected from computer piflplouts 
available^ from the Division of Educational Statistics of the Bureau of Infbrmation 
.Systems in the Pennsylvania Depar^teen^: of Education. The college special education 
-facult3P members were chosen randomly from- various cataloguea^ and li$ts. Where faculty 
members were not specif ically^ described in the catalogue as special education faculty, 
or whe;;re no catalogue, wap available,, the research staff wrote^ letters asking ior the 
names of faculty members Specializing in fhis area. The membie'r^ of / the advocacy group 
were selected randomly from list?s of personnel in associations for th^^ handicapped 
and from membership lists -of parent and advocacy groups known to represent tha .official, 
views* of these groups. ^ V . • ' * 
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The lists thus compiled were sub jpct^ ;to random sampling to pbtaln an Initial . 
sanple list of 300 teachers^ 100 supervisors, 100 special education faculty^'anfl 
100 ^advocacy group spokespetsons* These lists wer^' reduced further by deleting the 
people, who dld'*ot wish to participate.. At this politt, -187 teachers, 86. supervisors/ 
91 faculty afid 57 advocates w6re available as respondents,/" 'Tli^e pool of 63 Items was 
then sent to these consenting pai;tlclpants, • 

The Delphi Consensus Process ' ' • ' \ ' • 

The basic Intent of the Delphi technique Is to 'acJbJ-eve a consensus. .\A conver- 
gence of ratings (reduced variability) o^/er succeeding administrations of th^ rating 
scale /'Vhen feedback concerning group response is given /-indicates that consensus 
has been achieved or at 'least maklmlzed* The ±te^ surviving this process w^rk to be 
placed in the final instrument u^ed in the study. * • — ^ ' \ * 

A form containing 63 items was sent to each consenting part}.cipaat for his olV % 
her response. Of the 187 conse»*?hg teachers, 113 CSt)A per cent) responded; of \ 
the ^6 consenting supervisors^, 6^ (76.7 per cent) responded; of the 91 consenting- \ 
special education faculty, 62 (68.1 per cent) 'responded ; and of the 57 cortsentlng \ 
advocates, 37 (6A.9 per cent) responded. v ' • \ 

The .instructions asked each of thf respondents to glve_^hls or her judgement as - 
to "how important each of the present indicators of quality is in terms of impact 
on chijdrejl. They were asked to cfo 'this b^ rating each item on a scale from one to 
five, with one represen^ig little or no Impact and five representing high impact* 
A rating of slk. No Judgement, was permitted if the responaent did not. feel competent . 
to make the required evaln^Ltlon. * * - ' 

tn addition to these ratings, the respondents were asked to^i4d[ any „1 terns they^ 
believed reflected other Important characteristics which should have b^en liicluded. . 

The response:^ wer^tabulated, and^'the .median response (rating) for each of the ^ 
•63 , items was determlne^'^ A new version of the instrument was then prepared. . In this 
new version the median rating given by the subjects as. a whole.;WasSinderlined and ^lie 
respondent's previous rating was circled in red. The' subjects were then asked whether 
they wished to change^ their response and, if so, to circle, their new choice if it , ^ 
diff er'Wd from the group choice. In addition, they wete asked to rate the Impact 'of 
se^en new items derived from suggestions made by respondents in ro»sid-one; 

; • 

There were 86 teachers, '58 supervisors, 49 faculty and 23 advocates whp responded 
to the second-round instrument of 70 It^s (63 original items plus 7 new items). 
This was^76.1 per cent of the teachers, 87.9 per cent of the supervisors , 79.0 per 
cent of the tollege faculty and 62.2 per cent of the advocacy group who had responded 
to the first-round instr-ument. ^ ^ 

* ' The attrition between thk number saying they would be willing to participate. • 
and the number participating in the second toiind.of the lielphl process wa^ 54 per 
cent for the teachers, 32.6 per cent for the supervisors, 46.2 p^r cent for the 
special Education faculty and 59.6 per cent fo^ the advocacy group. It ^as assumed^ 
that the declines (1) were not serious enough to warrant f ejection* of the findings, 
(2) grossly reflected the degree to which' each group felt competent to judge tKe 
items (with the supervisors and special education faculty feeling the' most competent 
and-the teach'ers ^nd advocates feeling the least competent) and (3) wete partly a 
function of the fact that responses were requested during the stjnmer vacatloh. 



Vhen eacR item was examined f or^ the best combination of a high Impact rating 
and a Ipw variability among ratings, it was found that 16 of tl^ 70 items had 
relatively high standard d^lailon values^ Thes^ 16 Items (s.d. greater than 
0,86) also tended to have a lower median^ iatlnjp'(4. 06) than the items retained 
(4.56). , ; . ^ i . * 



To, answer the question' of ^ether it was Justifiable to analyze tfie .responses 
of 'the raters as a whole ^rather^han as <iiffer:^g' according to their category ' • 
(lleacher, supervisors, faculty, aidv9cate) , the follojrtng analyses were done: 





Items 


Round One 
^ean 


s'.D.* 


Variaiice 


'T — : 

Teachers (113) 


. 63 


^ . 4.234 


.348 


.121- 


Supervisors (66) 


63 


4.288 


. ,326 




Faculty (62) 


63 


/ 4.280 


.347 


.121 


Advocates (37) 


63 


4.142, . 


.357 


.128 
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Coefficients' of Correlations 


ft 




1 


2 


• . 3 


' 4 












Teachers 


1»00 


.89 


- '.84 


".72 i 


Supervisors 




. 1.00- * 


-82 . 


. .65 . 








1^00 


.72 


Advocates . " 








1.00 


• . IP 




1 Round Tvo 


t 

• ft 






Items 


• ^ean 


S.D. 


■ Variance 


Teachers (86) • 


70 


4.387 


• .364 . 


.133 


Supervisors (58) 


70 


' 4.432 


.324 


.105 


Faculty (49) 


70 


4.391 


.367 


■■ .13^ ■ - 


Advocates (23) 


70 


4.484 


.366 . 

• 


.134 

• 




* 

Coefficients of Correlations 


4 

• 




1_ 


2 


3 


4 / 


Teachers 


1.00 


.93 ^ 


* 

.84 


.78 


Supervisors 




1.00 


. .85 


.81 


Faculty 






1.00 


.77- 


Advocates 






• 


1.00 



The statistltTs wfere (Beemed suf f iciently "^close in Ijralue and the correlations 
high enough to warrant the fiCssumptlon of .high agreement between the. various groups. 
Theref ore ,^ all responses were combined to determine which, iteins had a high degree 
of consensus and were -considered most important in 'their Impact on children. 
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*rhe Resulting Oua llS;v Indlfcator InfttriSient „ / , 

.- ' . '• ^ ■ , • f . . ' / 

Th% Delphi process resulted in an inatrument consisting '6f 54 items which were . 

placed Into the following categories recommended by personnel from the Division ofi 

Special Education o^ the Pennsylvania Department -of Education: 

1. instructional getting • . .. 

2. instructional .techniques and related coiliponenf« 

•3. records and reporting . - ^ . ' 

4; diagnosis and evaluation w ' • • • % ' 

5. staff qualifications, training and^ development ^ , ■ 

,6. supervision and administration '«•* 

7. integration vith the regular classroom * . . ' 

8. program offerings and services ' » ' • ^^"^ 

- - The category "instructional setting" attempts to measure the physical fl^SSility 
of the classfoom for all instructional purposes.. %e items categ^rfze'd as . ^ 
"instructional techniques" .Reflect the systematic use of individualized instruction, 
jneasurem'ent ofvskills at entry level and current performance, and ppecific . 
instructional objectives suited to each level. of nastery. The '.'records and reporting!" 
items reflect, the maintenance of systematic and p6r iodic records designed to , 
permi't an accurate assessment of each ch'ild's strengths ^nd weaknesses in specific 
skill areas including the results of prof essional "examinationiv (vision, hearing, 
neurological, p'sT^l^^^. etc.> and any follow-uji findings after appropriate J 
placement The' tategory "diagnosis and evaluation" containsritem? concerning tlje 
^arly (preschool,, wherV possible) identification of problem children 'coupled, with 
immediate f ollow-tnrough , using, wherever possible,, team evaluation by a yafiety 
of specialists, incluclin| the teacher. Periodic reevaluation and ^arent^l- consent • 
for pJLacement are also emphasized. "7 " ' 

•The "staff qualifications, training and development" Itejns reflect the degree 
to- which certified personnel are used'ot appropriate in-service training and ,^ 
experience exist to upgrade the staff, with'full participation by staff members.. 
The "supei<rision and admihistration" items reflect the degree to which the 
supervisor allots time for and encourages parent/^taff .conferences, develops 
- community awareness of the program and provides leadership in the introduction 
needed and beneficial changes based on fiev knowledge cjr changes in legislation. 
The items categorized as '.'integration into the regular^ classroom^' reflect ♦he^^ 
degree and effectiveness of integration. The "program offerings and services 
items reflect the adequacy of prograitis and the degree to which special services 
' are available to the student or his/her parents, including .the services of a 
registered nurse, a physical therapist, a vocational guidarf£e counselor, a. speech 
and hearing clinician, etc., at every level ,of schooling over the entire range of 
exceptional. children, including the homebound and the multiply handicapped. . 



Field Testing . ' < „ ' - 

W members of the, research division task force visited three schools offering 
classes for the trainable mentally retarded (TMR) , the educable mentally retarded 
(EMR) , the physically handicapped (Pfl) and the socially and emotionally disturbed ^ 
(SED). . . 
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. . Thjese four acted in tedSig of two. Both teams observed ^ach class in a ca*nter^ 
balanced order over a period of* two days, so thatt no class was observed by both 
tekaa on" the saite*day. Using the 54:iitem Indicator of Quality instrument developed " 
through the Delphi process the researchers foui^df that t^e criteria for ^rating each 
Item seaned' workablv^and that there was good agreement between the raters with' few 
instances of a clif^rence of* more than one on me scale of on^\to* f/v^ , 

To^ incre&se reliability^ a decision was mde ^o arrive at\ oue^atinp through a* 
consensual decision process rather than using /separate ^ratings \for each of the two 
observers. Full- scale use of the ins trument^as • then begun, using^ traiH«#^ graduate 
students from The Pennsylvania State University^as observers.. These students, i]^ \^ 
teams ^f two, observed 388 cl^e^. There were 74 classes for the trainablfk nientally 
retarded, 150 classes for the educable, mentally retarde4f 45 claipes f or^^ th^v 
physically handicapped, 39 classes for the brain injured and 80 classes fdrvjiie 
emotionally and socially disturbed* 'These numbers reflect sample sljtinkage^due to^ • 
such factors as teacher' strikes. The precise breakdown by type of, school iind \. ^ , 
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Category of exceptionality is found in the following table: 



Category 
of • 

Except xpnality 



ErtR 

TMR 

PH 

SED 

BI 




Total Elem. 



Sec . 



Type of School 
* Inner- 
City Metro. 



Suburban Rural 



Mixed 



TOTAL 



388 



, 77 


32 


42 


39 


30 


15 


19 ' 


• 15 


39 


3 


. 5 . 
19 ^ 


9 


21 


• 20 


14 


0 


0 


0 


177 


71 


•§5 ■ 


83 



37 
7 25 
. 10. 
20 
_0 
92 



0 
18- 

0 
39 
57 



rom the6e« 388 observations were then ufi^d to perform a succession 
ich assessed the effectiveness of individual items Vind the 



The results 
of items analyses 

reliability pf subsV^le and total scores. 
* 

The Item Analysis ResVl^ts 



ul^d 



r 



The four successivV item analyses resulted in a I'eduction of the i^umber of , , - 
items from 54 to 38*. ThV litems dropped were those that (1) did no^t discriminate 
significantly (.01 level)^etween high and loy scoring , groups (highest and lowest 
271) *in the sample, (2) di^^not correlate well with its own subscale score^ (3) did, 
not correlate more ' strongly with its own subscale seore than wi^ the other subscale^* 
scores and (4) did not correv^te well with the total ^scores 



As a result of item rejec'l^on or placement into a different subscale, ttie 
Cronbach Alpha reliability coe^^cleifS^ftt total score di^i no% change much, but 
values for the category sub scales^ did change, subs tap tially, as shown bdlow: 



\ 



Item. Total Inst. 
Analysis Items Set/ 



, Subscaje Alpha Reliabilities ' 

Rec.^Dlag. Staf^. Supr. Integ. Prog. 

Inst, and P^nd Qual . and |leg. Off. Total 

Tech. Rep. Hjifal. Trng. Admjju Class Serv. Score 



Last 



54 
38 



.77 
.87 



.34 
.52! 



.27 
.59 



.81 ' 
.85 • 



.62 
.70 



• .86 
.87 . 
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^ix of the^elght subscales had. an Alpha of ,70 or better and were potentially 
useful. The comioonality* analysis: that was used later, howevaf^, suggested a nated for 
fewer dtibscal^s. Therefore^ the researchers attempted, to reduce the' nipber.of 
subscales throygh tactor analysis. ^ • ^ ^ ^ . ' ^ 

Factor ^Analysis Findings . . . • ^ - 

* ' The original 54 items were .subjected to a factor analysis using various rotations 
*The anal^is resulted in a 16-f actor solution that broke the Scaled iown into^a , 
latge number of single--item ^^ctor^. Successive runs were conducted to get solutions . 
with ^ywhere from two to eighth-factors. Analysis 'of " th'e^ findings Indicated* t ha t^ 
the *best solution^' i.e. , the one th^f best* preserved the original subscalefei* while 
reducing the total number of subscaj.es, was thfe four-factor solution. These four 
factors '(new subscaXesi consisted of 38 items and were labeled as 'follows: 

Al£ha . . . ; ^ 



(.92) I. . Instructional Process — 11 items 

(.8S> II. Instructional Setting— 13 items \ 

»^ , (.75) •III.» AdminisJirative Support and Jnformation Systems->-9 itewhs 

(.8'5)* IV. 'Integration with regular Classrooms — 5 .items ^ . 

' The 38 items had a Cronbach Alpha of 0.87 when stSbjected to ± LUlprt analysis, * 
whil«e the individual subscales liad the Alpha's shown above in parentheses. The. 
items rejected by the Likert probess were also r^ected by the four~f actor solution/ 



The d^escriptive Statistics fcfr thesfe 


factor scales, based on 388. classes , 


follow: 








/ 












•ft 










m 




Number 












,Sta,ndard 




of 




Cronbach^ 
• 




Standard 




•• Error /of 


Factor 


Iteml 




Alpha 


•Mean 


Deviation 




Measurement 








c 




f — j 


t 




I, 


11 


% 


■'.915 


40,50 


» 8.28 




2.41 • 


' II. 


' 13 




.527 


46,60 


8.93 




* 3:72- 


-III. 


. 9 ' 




. .734 


35.08- 


9 6.00 




3.09 




• 5 


1 


,848 


14. 

f 


>'^58 




2.56" 


TAal 


38 


) 


.873 


136.87 


19.44 




6.. 94 


The*, factor subscales 


cprrelqted with 


one another 


as-^ollows 






r 


t. 




II 


III 






/ 


■ I 






.423 ', • 


.342 




'.058 





II 
III. 

" IV 



.249 



.146 
■ .046 

m 



No.subscale had~m8re-than 16 per" cent variance ip common with any other subscale 
and the median coftelation was .~20ri..e., the subscales overall tended to have only 
4 ^r c^nt common variance. They are,, therefore, relatively independent ,mea«ures 
.wl» acceptable internal consistepcy, as reflected by their Cronbach Alpha values. 

., ■ . s ' ' 



These flndifyjs led to a decision to'-use *the four 6ubs«ales derived, from the factor 
dnalyils in analyzing tl^ resiflt^. , • • o i • ^ 

It^s one to Vl;^eii on thfe. attached 38-item iri^trument labfele d Instructional ' 
Process and Related Cdmp^ggR^s^ Ate thos^ assigned tO Factor Scale r,. Instructional 
Process , Items, labeled ^ngtr^Ptfonal Settfhg and those l^bfele^ i^ Program and Service^ 
have been aissigired tp^actot ^c^le .11^ Ins^ruCtiyial Setting , .Items labeled , ; 
Recor ds and M^skj^iS^ Dta^osfj^'' ^ andj^valua t ion , or Supervision ^and Administration * 
httve b'eeri assigned -tb^P^tpjfef "Scale III ^Administrative Suppoift and Informatidrt' 
Syst^s. . Finally, those items labeled, as Inj:egra^iQfl ,vith^ the Hegqlar Cl&ssroom ' 
Program couiprisev Factor Sc^le iv\ * ' . ' ' ' 



Limitations of the 



Quality Indicator In^rument 



^ ^As of 'iiow, po test-retes^ reliabltlty has been computed 'to^^see whether the 
observed Criteria tend to be stable :pver time. Furtherj-^the tn'strum^nt\ref lects ' • • 
only the Consensual qpinion oj& expert^s (Delphi 'jechnique). *as 'to which quality ^. 
charade t eristics wilJL have an jjnpact bh the^ child. Further valfdatfoh. to ee^ which 
subscale^ or items a^fuaj^ly do predict acHievement by tiie special edwcatioA student" 
is required, . ' ' ' • • ^ - . v ^ 



Divi^ffl^ of Research 
Bureau oT friformation S^tems 
^^Penns-ylvania Departmetit of Education 
V ^ &0X Harnsburg, Pennsylvania 171^6, 
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INDICATORS OF QUALITY 



InstNgtlona) Process and Rfelated ComppnfeTits , , s ^ .* 

• " '"'*•* 

Definition: Jhese involve the skiJlful use and ^houghtful preparation of teagtnng techniques that promote motivation and participation, 

that gain the attention^of the students, that i^eet the needs of the indiv'idual student. This i/icludes th^e. systematic use of Hndivldual- 

iied instructional techniques. -Thei^e are comprehensive and specific instructional olJJectives^suited.'to each leve) of majtery. 

1.^ TJ^e /teacher Jras comprehensive and specific objectives for all pupils. ■ . ' 



1 

Some evidence of 
. good objectives 



Objectives quite com- 
prehensive and specific 



2. The teacher, skil Ifully (jams and mduitdifi'^ .the attention of\Students» 



To an outstanding 
decree 



Most students 
Inattentive 



•Attention obtained ^ 
^ from'many students 

3. T>ie te*chBr encourages each strident to'paf ticipate i-n learmng^activrliel 




*5 

Attention obtained 
from al^ $tu4eots 



Achieved partlci 
pation by few 



Li ttle evidence of 
^daptijgg work to 




i\chieved some partici- 
pation by many 



The work dssign.^di^ 'based upon re€?ds, interests an3 abiTUy of each child. 



,2 



Work- IS Adapted to 
students' needs » 
interests and abilities. 



s tudents 

5. The teacher adpsts tne technnues used to the needs of each student 



Achieved maxinum 
parttcipatiOn of alf 



Work is a^lopted to 
each student's 
interests 'and abilities 



- . 1 

Li ttle ddjUstiifert. 
if any 



^Some .ddfusuiient 
'of techniques 



6. The teacher checks indi vidual --student progress frequently. 



Techniques -adjusted 
fd'r each student^j^^ 



1 

^Lit-lff c'leckiTig of 
student progress 



Checked s,tliclert progress 
oT)c^ or twice af at least , 
hdl f' the cl ass 



The teach€^* frcdariges and effectively handle* jtudefit questions. 



Little encouraqement 

and poor handling of 4^ 

question^ • ' ^ 

8. The teacher u<?s training aids effectively. 

1 * *2 . 

Trainin>] aids not 
\iery effectively 
' used ^ 



\ 



3, 

Moderate encouragement 
of and, effective han- 
dling of questions 



framing aiSs u|ed 
reasonably well. 



9. 'Prog.rams for all special education student's provided for mdividua-l diKerences. 



' 1 

Makes provision for 
less than *alf of 
the ftupil*. • 



Makes provision for 
at least half of the 
pupils 



- 5 

Frequently checked 
progress of eacJh 
s'tudep^r 



1 



Skillfully encourages 
and very effectively 
Handles-questions 



, Training aids most 
effectively used to 
expedite learning 



T.J*eacher kr^ows and 
,»^guggesti next ttep 
'^Sf^oT each studeot as 
fie or she needs it 



10. The 'teachef uses indivVdual diagnosis and prescription techniques. 



. Work^ adapted *to» f^ 
Students' ebility 
^nd experience 



Work adapted to many 
stqdents' abil lt>( and 
'experience 



Work well ad'apted to 
leach student's ability 
and experience 



11. 



The time scheduling of^pecial ed6ca!nn students reflects an awareness of individual capabilities and tolerances. 
'1 ' " ^ . - . 3„ ' 4 ^ * * 5 



Soij^e evidence 



jon^ re^onably well 



Optimum time scheduling 
reflecting serlsitivity 
to individual ^Capabili-^^^ 
ties and toleranc^es 



Instructional Setting ' ^ v . . 

Definition-* The classrwm 1s,i)hysicaJ flexible, permitting diversity of activities related^jdlrectTy to ^he tiistructlonal plans of the 
teachef i'e one that dees not place coflstraints upon the Tmplementation of any Instructional strategy. Furnishing are appropriate to 

the chlracierTStics of the children to be Served rfhd designed to facilitate the instructional process. The classroom is within a regular 

schoiU setting or within ready access to a regul^ir school setting. Adequate and appropriate space and facilities are provided for 

itinerant services. ^ . '* . • * ^ ^ 

,12. The special education classroom is flexible enough to allow a diversity of activities. 



• 1 . ^2 ' ' ' ' 3 / 

Rigid. Structured • > , , ^ Some evidence of 

. . seating, no carrels. ' possibility of 

no possibility of / ^ alternative set? 

setting up special- tings " 

areas 

\ ^ • f. 

13. * Sptfcf in the classroom is adequate for the children enroled. . 
« - * • . 

.1 . 2 . '3 

C(vs trained space Adequate space 

14. Furntture' in the c^afisroom is ^adequate for the children enrolled. 



. 1 / 
' in.-fitted/ difficult 
to use, irisufficient 



Sui tattle, easy to 
use ^ 



15. Equfpmeoi m the cUssroom is adequate for the children "enrol led^^ 



Considerable flexibility 
is evident 



OptlnMm space 



• >5 

Very sui table « easy to 
use 



Inapfifopnate c 
insufficient \ 



Adequate 



16v—Th^ special education ropm includes alternative learning centers. 



; ' 1 
.tto^ evident 



Eviden>sto a satis- 
factory jdegree 



Adequate classroom space and app^roprvate faci'lities are provided for itinerant services. 



1 % - 
Space not appropriate 



, Space IS appropriate 



Very* appropriate 



'Very effectively 
included 



Space designed and. built 
* for these purposes 



Program and, Services, ^ ^ ^ * 

Definition-'^ Special services are a*vailat)le to the student or his parents, including the^ervfces df a certified school psychologist, a 
physical therapist, a vocational guidance counselor, a speech and hearing clinician, etc. These services are provided at every level of 
education. The programs and services provided are capable-of meeting the needs of the^ota], range of exceptional children. Including the 
multiply handicappefl a/id include a parent e<juf»tion program. ' > ' • • 

18. *There is j continuun of programs and services through all school ages. ^ J • • 

* ] , 2 "3 ' A'^ * ^ 

.None available Available- for somfi ♦ ^ Available for all 

19. The program has provisions for the total j>anfle and incidence of exceptionality Including multiply handicapped. 



1 

No p'rovisions 



2 



Provisions for some 



7S^ A parent education program {parental involvement) is an integr^al -part of the special education program. 



•5 \ f 

ProVls16ns for fcll 



t^ona^lit^s from 




1 ' • 2. ,3 

No planned effort or Adequate effort made 

. pi ajp^ed program . ' 

r\. A speech 'program is provided' to serve speech -impaired children of all excejptiona^litils from kindergarten through 12th grade. 

(f^ ^ 3 4 

XV ^ ^Available for ^ome 



1 ' 



tot available 

22. Itinerant vision and heaVing teachers work with kindergarten children. 



Available for all 



-1 

to kindergarten children 



Some kindergarten 
chi Idren 



23. The services of a physical therapist are ava1>able for students who 'require them.. 

1 . "2 . ' * 3 ' 4 . 

Not available Available for some 

24. 'A publi'crel at ions 'effort maintains community awareness of and Interest in special ^education. 



1 

to planned effort 



Adequate effort 



\ 5 

All kindergarten children 



Aval table for all 



Excellent effort with 
organized program 




guJrSans areV'ven"acc^s'rto'''the'"file upon request and* are informed of this right. 
26, Appropriate examif^ation records for eac^i child, including psychological, vision and hearing screening, are on file. 



1 

The records do not 
.%x\st for every 
child 



Records exist for. each 
^ild but in some cases 
not complete or up-to- 
date » 



2e. 



1 " ' not complete or up-io- jut 

date » - 

Continual records (cumuUtive growth) of the studeht's attainment and progress are fflaintai|p. 



1 



Not on e»€ry child 



Progress records on all 
but 1 r regular ly^na in- 
tamed 



Records exist for each 
child, are complete and 
up-to-date and are acces- 
sible 'to teacher 



ProgressArecords on all-'artd 
regularly maintained 



V An educational assessnent of each ch,l<f. .nd.cati.q strengM.'. and .weaknesses M« <pecif.,c sk,H area?, are on file. 



EducatioM.1 as5feS3'.-*rt 
not on; file for ever/ 
child t 

■' Oi^qnosi s^and Evalutit^on 



Educational assessment 
or. file for each child - ' 
hut not always "lade with- 
in last three years 



On file fpr each child and 
made within last three, 
years* 



.^Pftr.tirn Oiaanosis and -valuation involves early preschool, where possible), and comprei«nsive identification of. hugh "^^sk chi dren 
Oeftnitic. "^l^^noS'S J^^,;^'^^^;' ^ or^scrionon, assianirent and appropriate individualized mstruction, using, wher'ever possible, 
. coupled with inriedi3te ^^1 jw-tnrouqh if prescription, assi-^nn^en. a teacher is.fully capable of performing initial assessment 

^Og?Ir or serv1ce^^ cantenpl.teU, or upAn uarantal request ..Parental consent is obtained for transfer. , \ 
28. Preschool screen 'nq ^\ available 



1 

Done for some 



Done for nany ' 



Done for all 



29. 



T^.ore,is early .nd confTrehersi v i i Jerti fi cation of "high risk" school-age children and ininedi a to, follow- through of individual 
prescription and instructio-^, . * * * . / 



1 ^ 

Some children are 
Identified earl^ 



''ost children are 
idetitified early and 
follow-through occurs 

500- 



All problem children are 
identified early and 
immediate follow- through^ 
occups 



"30. The educational a.snnrent of .very specMl education student is- reevaluated not iMs than eve>V 'iiwo .years. 



1 

Done for some 



- 3 

Ikjne for many 



Done for all 



Supervision and J ^d.'^ini-stration . . ^ ^ ' ' 

Oef,nu',on The spec.l educ.t.on suporvKor allois adequate t,™r for and encourages s/af f /parent conferences j;er,od,ca I lyl^J^^^ 
admin 
the spec 
needed 
, planned change ^ 



-ai. Tne superv^isor provides U>adership in introducing r.eeded and beneficial program chanq«s.^ 



1 

Little leatJership 



' Regular and adequate ' 
' leadership » 



32. Time' >s alloted and encoi/rafipwnt given for staff/parent conferences. 



. . 1 
no ti *^al lotted 



To d 1 1ni ted extent 
'allpts time^ ^ 



33 



The 



teacher 'sh^es infomia^tion t/V.h spec^l education associates and/or otner staff. 



1 



No information is 
Shared with' other 
teachers 



Some in/ormation is 
shared 



Provides excellent leader- 
ship 



Necessary time and encourage 
ment given for .staf'f/ parent 
conferences 



All teechers share 
information 



jnU9i'*t1oft tflth the^tesu lar CUssro<i>i Program 

Qtflnltlon: Sptclal •du^amn students are, wher'e feasible. Integrated Into regular education progr^. Children are not placed In a 

self-contained speclareducatToffSjassroom as the preferred Dlaceaient, but rather they are given necessat-y supportive services adjuncttve 
'to their regular education experlekes. Activities In whlch^regula^ and special education children can participate appropriately are 
sought and routinely encooraged. Iferthandl capped children are» In >rn, encoUragied by faculty attitudes and currlcujum to accept and 
help thet special education chlldv Adequate and appropniate supportive resource stafMnd services are available to the children In - 
either the self-contained classroom or In the n^^lar class room. • , - 

34. - There Is evidence t>f a systematic plan ts Integrate special education students Into regular educational programs. 



' 1 
No evidence 



Moderate evidence* 



Considerable evidence 



•35. Special education children placed In regular *c1 asses are provided help by resource and/or special education teachers. 



No help 



Some assistance given . 



4 - 



All necessary assistance 
given 



36. Pupll^ are given opportunities to participate In social, arts, music and physical education activities with nonhandlcafped children. 



Nc^rovlsion 



Part of tin 



On a regular basis 



^37, . There is evidence tha-t unhand i capped chjldren are encouraged to accept and help special education children 



1 



3 ^f^ 
Moderate evidence*^' 



.J 



No evidence* ^ ^ 

38. Special education classes jtre located wUhin regular schools or have«ready access -to them. 



Does nbt*have ready 
access 



' Has rea<<y access 



V 



"J 



• \ 



Conilderable jevldence 



Located within a 
regular school 



V. ... 



■5^ 



16 



lU No. 
School 



or District 



Teacher/ 

/ * 

No J of children enrolled 
Exceptional fty: EMR 



^INDJCATORS OF QUALITY 
(Summary Sh#et) . 



Class Code 
Elem. 



TMR 



Observer 



_ , Date Observed 
BI (LOy , SED- 



Sec. 



Phy s , 



A 


(1) 1 


2 


3 




(2), 1 

f 


"2 


3 






2 




• 


(4) 1 


2 


« 

•3* 




(5) T 


2 


3 




■ (6) 1 

y 

(7) i 


■• 2 
. 2 . 


3 

' ,3 




* (8) ; 


2 


/ 3 




(9) 1 


2 


3 




dp) .1 


2 


•3 


\ 


• (H) 1 


-2 


3 


B. 


(12) 1 


2 


' 3 




(13)' 1 


2 


' 3 




(14) 1 


2 


.3 




. (15) 1- 

(Ifr) ,1 


■.2 
2 


• 3 
3 


# 

- \ 


(17) 1 


^2 


. 3 


c. 


-(18) 1. 


2 


3 




(19) r 


■ 2 


3. 


i 











(20) 


1 2 3' 


■4 


5 




/?1 1 




A 


c 




(22) ^ 


1 2 '3 


4 


5 




(23) 


1 2 3 


4 


5 




(24) 


1- - ^^3 


4 


5' *• 


D. 


(25) . 


1.2* 3 


4 


5- 














(26)* 


12 3 


4 


5* 




(27) 


1 2 "3 


4 














c 






' 4' 






(29) 


1.. 2 ^3 


' 4 


5 




(36) . 


1 2 - 3 


4 


5 : 




(31)' 


1 2 3 


4 


5 














(32) 


i:. ^2 3 


4 


& 




(33) 


1_ 2 3 


4' 


• 5 


G. 


(34,) . 


1 ^"2 


^5 . 


i 


(35) 


r 2 3. 


•4" 






(36), ' 


1 ,2/ '3 


4 


5 ' 


r 


(37) 


1 ' 2 3 


4 


5 




(38) 


1 2,3 


^ 4 


5 



J 



ERIC 
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12 / 



